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Howard Donahue Emerges From the Woodwork....or 
Has John K. Lattimer met Kis Hatch? 

A new pseudo-expert on the assasalnation has emerged: Howard 
Donahue, put on a pedestal to espouse his Ignorance end stupidity 
by the Baltimore Dun and Ralph Keppert. Like lattimer, Donahue 
hides behind amorphous credentials as an expert, cranks out 
outrageous '‘defenses" of the Warren Commission, and reveals a 
shocking Ignorance of the facts. Unlike Lattimer, Donaihue, shall 
we say, has his baloney sliced by the Secret Service in history's 
most unfortunate accident. He is e living monument to the truth 
of the old maxim, "A little knowledge is a dangerous thing." 

To be sure, Donahue shows many earmarks of a qualified marksman and 
a man with better than average knowledge of ballistics. He degrades 
even these credentials by voicing some opinions that true experts in 
the field have soundly rejected—such as the likelihood of 399 
having emerged in the condition it did. More often, he combines 
a decent ballistics background with utter misunderstanding of the 
facts relating to the aasasaination and horrendous, unscholarly analysis. 

For example, the first Sun article quotes him as criticizing the 
way Frazier test fired the rifle for speed. The essence of the 
criticism Is quite valid, i.e., we cannot know the validity of the 
minimum time Frazier obtained until we know if Frazier worked the 
bolt in the most efficient way. But how does Donahue know that 
Frazier did not work the bolt this way? He sayfa picture of 
Frazier posing, in ^agazine. Host likely, this was the picture 
of Frazier in the ToBD window during the reenactment, printed in Life 
magazine, 10/2/64 to accompoany the Bord piece. This is not when 
Frazier test fired for speed. In fact, how dare Donahue presume 
that a single picture of Frazier posing with the rifle demonstrates 
Frazier's lack of knowledge of how to handle the rifle? It’s 
absurd and irresponsible. 

/.Iso, he erects the familiar straw men. Again, from the first 
article, he chides those who eay the certiidge is so low powered it 
couldn't have penetrated 2 men. This is not a serious criticism. 
As of the time of the WC's teste, the real criticism was the failure 
to set up a legitimate test of the proposition. After CBS' tests, 
the criticism has more merit, but even so, it is among the weakest of 
attacks against the SBT. 

The reconstruction offered in the second article is something 
else , flawed from beginning to end. At page 6 he is quoted as saying 
that a bullet from the TSHD Window enterring the top right rear of the 
heed would have exited in the left front lower pert of the skull. 
This is nonsense on several grounds. First, after enterring the skull, 
the bullet fragmented, so there- is no telling where it ' should" have 
exited. Second, I have long ago plotted the trajectory, and based 
on the way JFK's head wae turned at 315, the trajectory was tangential 
through the right side of hie head. Theoretically the bulletcould 
have followed the lateral trajecotry the Wt says It did. 

Donahue reveals some expertise in ballistics when he says that 
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the heed wounds could not have been caused by ammo from Qsw^d's 
rifle* and that frangible ammo had to have been used, mt then 
he blithely accepts the SET in the face of the "near prxstine 
condition of 399* What happened to his ejcpertise? 

On hia attempts to reconstruct the path of the head bullet, 
oaRe 9« it is all worse than academic if only because, given the 
large ''exit" area, he cannot in good faith i^etend to know the . . - 
brefise point at which the •’bullet" exited. If there was a 5 inch hole, 
there is an area of 5 inches in which the exit occured, end on 
that basis you simply can't cennect "two points" and discern a 
trajectory. Furthermore, his own reconstruction rules out the 
possibility of discerning a trajectory. He says the bullet 
exploded after enterring the skull; it went to pieces, over 40 
pieces. Obviously, they did not all continue along the origiJ^ 
trajectory of the bullet before it struck the , 
in fact, once the bullet was so violently taken off its ±»iiinitial 
course, it could not have continued along its original trajectory. 
So his plaster skulls with pointers stuck through t^m really 
tell nothing. You can stick the pointer in the ‘entrance hole, 
but you can only randomly have it emerging from the enormous 
"exit" hole. And with that method of tracing a trajecotry, you 
can virtually take your choice of any point to JFK's rear. 

1 was gratified, in a perverse way, thfljfHonahue independently 
noted the 6.5mm metal fragment in the entrance wound, ^t I 
was agasht at his explanation of how it got there. He totally 
discounts the conmonly observed phenomenon of "shaving --when a 
soft-nosed bullet enters the skull on an angle it c^ ® 
fragment that is embedded on the outside of the skull. 
again casts doubt on his credntlals as a balletics man. Instead he 
speculates (he who eschews conspiracy theorizing) that this fragment 
was the result of rickochet from an earlier miss that hit the 
street. This rickochet had amazing properties, and the theory 
is rivaled perhaps only by the single bullet theory itself. 
Apparently, the ''missed shot*' broke into three main pieces. 
Two of these, portions of the base and front end respectively, 
managed to Xc-iid in the front deat of the car* Imagine that-- 
2 pieces from opposite ends of the bullet deflect to the same 
location* Another hits the back of the headf but not any place on the 
back of the head. Rather^i the precise spot where seconds later 
another shot is Eccidniitally fired into the head by a agent! 
To raise the possibility is to refute it. 

Donahue's reliance on Holland is at best misplaced. 
Holland in many respects was confuesd. In adldtion to confusing 
which EXE car the SS agent stood up irif he also said there was 
a dog sitting in the back seat with Kr & Mrs JFK. 

But Donahue doesn't even need Holland for the proposition that 
a SS agent stood up with his rifle drawn. It was admitted by the 
agent, George Hickey, and has been no secret. All the mystery about 
who the agent was is poppycock. If Donahue had simply read the 
statements*printed in volume 18 he could have resolved some of 
his problems and even found evidence to shake his theory. Like 
SS agent Kcintyre describing Hickey's handling of the AR-15 ajid 
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adding "no shots were fired by any agents." (18H747). Oh sure, 
McIntyre ml^t have been lying as part of a cover up,,.but doesn't 
Donahue have an obligation to at least cite this "lie"? 

Furthermore, in his statement, Kickey very plainly says that 
he picked up the AR-15 after he saw the Impact of the fatal head 
shot on JFK (18H763) Another lie perhaps? If so, the expert 
Donahue is silent about it. 

As a measure of his familiarity with the facte, Donahue has to poin* 
to Manchester's book as authority for the proposition that there 
wae an AR-15 in the follow-up car. The article notes that Donahue 
thinks the weapon really was an M-16, but apologises for the errant 
Manchester because the 2 could easily be confused. The trouble is 
that all the SS agents referred to the weapon as an AR-15, 
including Hickey, the one who handled it. Presumably, they weren't 
confused. If anyone is, it is Donahue. 

Interestingly, Donahue admits that Six Seconds was one of the 
books he read. Presumably, Thompson is also included among those critics 
he chides for having Iziadequate knowledge of ballistics. But he 
repeats one# of Thompson's worst errors—about the dented cartridge 
case (page 14, second article) as support for the 2 shots by Oswald 
theory. 

There are repeated other erroE, reflecting a pathetic lack of 
basic knowledge: e.g., Robert Kennedy was the ' take-charge" type 
who might have orderedmhe cover-up. But RFK was not in charge, 
and couldn't have ordered anything, or the quote of Earl Warren 
that he can't cite, and can't even remember fully, but which 
sticks in his mind. The quote is easily found—1 thlzdc Lane 
cites it, and it is not to the effect that Donahue remembers. 

This kind of irresponsibility is distressing Indeed, especially 
when it is touted so. It is nothing more than ill-infommed and 
Inaccurate. 
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